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People. (without: the 
25 we aſſert) with 1 Ne of Arians, 


Sy bellians, (and I don't know what ) — 
2 e that it is e 
eternal Second Perſon in the. Trigi * 
wet who is God ( ſupreme) 027 
bleſſed — — 1 to be aſſerted to yo: 
a ht, Rc. as to his 
Fe by the Father, the Fir Perſon; 
| — % is achnowl da by our Con- 
demners to be Co-cqual, Co-cternal, and 
Co: eſſential. To free myſelf and others from 
ſuch a Char 5 then (viz. of Arianiſm, &c.) 
I have pub publ ſed this Piece, and do believe 
that in the Godhead there are three diſtinct 
Perſons, or Upoſtaſes, who are co-equal in 


Glory, Honour, and Eſſence; and co-eternat 
tele, (ut in Efence only, but in Perſon) 


due reirber lenng 1 * nor after another; 


nor 
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Nor 
nor in any Senſe (abſtrattedly conſider'd as a 
divine Perſon) is 8 . Perser, or proceedeth 
from anot erſons, in the ſerip- 
ture Language, 7 2 Father, Word, a 
Holy Ghoſt ; Terms ( as I think) choſen to 
manifeſt to us a duc Oeconomy between the 
three divine Perſons ; not that there is a Fa- 
— re 2 amongſt theſe Perſons, abſtractediy 
as divine, co-equat, and Cco-eter- 
= or that they are ſo (inter ſe) in and 
| amongſt themſelves, becauſe the Nature of 
their Coeternity will not allow of it: (as . 
will be fbewn anon) But that theſe and other 
Terms are aſſum d by the Trinity in order to 
it themſelves to our weak Capacities. 
2 Sccondly, Another Reaſon is; becauſe it 
is my Opinion that many have taken up the 
common receiv d Opinion of the eternal Fa- 
ther's having an eternal. Son, without ever 
conſiderin [Se they or others meant by ſuch 
Terms : For I have ſeen and known repeated 
Iuſtances of Perſons who held eternal Gene- 
ration, that being talk'd to on the Subject, 
frankly have nee they never Thought of 
it before; and own'd that they Thought an 
eternal Perſon cou'd never be begotten. And 
thus it is, we are worſhipping what we 
| know not. And for my Fart I hate that 
| gm; Si populus decipi vult dicipiatur, 
"od * an eopie will be decerv'd, let them be 
herefore 1 have endeavour'd 10 ſpew 
nk Parſde may be the ſtricteſt Trinitarians 
holding a * and Co- eternity 
te 
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the divine Perſons, and at the ſame Time 
deny one being begotten of another. 
Thirdly, Another Reaſon for 8 
this; is, becauſe I have ſeen and — 
Arians tr/nmphing over thoſe who maintain d 
the Co-equality and Co-eternity of three di- 
vine Perſons, when they aſſerted that one, 
(i. e. the Second) was begotten. What bo- 
yu —_ Fog ( ſay they) it is abſolutely 
offible he ſhou'd be co-eternal with his 
. — It bere fore, to avoid giving the 
Enemy, by our own Expreſhns, Cauſe to 
triumph over us, I would all who £0 
about to mn the Co-eternity, . of three 
divine Ferſons, lay aſide thoſe degrading, 
unintelligible Terms of Son and Begotten ; 
deg =" I mean, when apply d to an eter- 
Frexiſtent Perſon. Theſe are the 
Tages for theſe Lines appearing in Pub- 
lick ; and may-the Lord kad us all into the 
right Way. 

4 bethe any will think it worth his while 
to anſwer this, I am not in the leaſt con- 
ceru d; nor do I care a Ruſh what terrible 
Names they put on me and thoſe Who main- 
tain the Glory of the Second Perſon, in 22 
tion to 4 degrading Opinions of 

As for the 5 aud cles Men of all 
Ages who have defended the Doctrine of 
eterual Generation, I ſet not Ts up 

againſt them, or what they have ſaid, but am 
very orry that ſuch an Opinion was main- 


fain'd by great _— becauſe their * ſo 
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and nothing more, I am well aſſur d has made 
Multitudes believe the Doctrine; for how 
frequent do we find Men of all Sects bring- 
ing this terrible Argument (which, by t 
quay, 'is a ſure Token to me that they can 
reaſon the Point no longer, * Why (ſay they) 
% do you pretend to know better than the 
« learned My. =, who has, by his Mrit- 
« ings, Piety, and Learning, recommended 
& himſelf to the whole Word.” And amongſt 
the Difſenters, Henry, Flavel, Owen, Char- 
nock, t9c. are frequently brought (tho its 
always when Arguments fail) againſt any 
Doctrine which is defended contrary io their 
Opinions, But ſure every one bas a Liberty, 
let great and good Men have ſaid what they 
wou'd, to judge and reaſon for himſelf. — 
Were theſe great Men Oracles * If they, 
according to my Judement, have been miſ= 
taken, ſure I may have the Freedom of writ- 
ing or arguing for N, and the Truth, and 
yet not be criminal in e from them. 
But Perhaps its a Sin to ſay theſe or other 
great Men might have been or were miſtaken. 
But however, Titles without Scripture and 
Reaſon, in the Beſt of Men's Writings, are 
as mſignificant, as a promiſſory Note from a 
great Man with nothing but nulla's in it; they 
are equally * for nothing. A Man may 
be D. D. or S. T. P. and yet argue in a very 
ſtrange and irrational Way. But I leave 
theſe Things ; wiſbing _— to every im- 
partial Enquirer after Trut St 
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Am very well appriz d of the Na- 
* 1 ture of ſuch an Excurſion out of 
the beaten Path, which has been 
trod by good and learned Men of 

all Ages, as this Pamphlet is: But as I 
think I have well and duly weigh'd the 
Matter, and find that tho' I go out of the 
Track which moſt proceed in, yet I keep 
the Scripture Path, the good old Way which 
all ſhou'd ſeek after, in that T am ſafe. 
I know I have a weighty Matter before me, 
and own myſelf unequal to the Task of de- 
fending what I advance againſt ſubtle Oppo- 
ſers. But I hope this Piece will ſet People 
on a mature Conſideration of the Matter of 
their Faith, not implicitly believing all the 
Church believes, let her believe what ſhe 
will; and likewiſe, I hope thoſe who are 
more able to ſpeak and write for Truth, will 
by this be induc'd publickly to defend the 
Co- eternity and Co- equality of the Second 
with the Firſt Perſon, in Oppoſition to that 
Error Errorum, of his being begotten. And 
if the divine Second Perſon was begotten as 
to 
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to his Perſonality. by the Firſt, may the 
Lord blaſt whatever I have writ contrary to 
it; but if not, and I be found in the Truth, 
the Lord proſper me in this Pamphlet. 

It will be proper, before we enter on the 
Arguments brought for the Doctrine of 
Eternal Generation, to ſhew what is meant 
by it, and what is primarily affirm'd or 
deny'd on both Sides of the Argument. 

Thoſe who hold Eternal Generation, fay, 
That the Firſt Perſon in the Trinity, by an 
almighty and eternal Act of his, begat the Se- 
cond Perſon, which conſtituted a Son amon 
the divine Three, The Eſſence of the Son (tay 
they) was not begotten, but his Perſonality 
was; and yet theſe ſelf-ſame Perſons acknow- 
ledge that the Perſon of the Son is co-eternal 
with that of the Father. On the contrary it 
is deny'd, that an eternal Perſon cou'd be 
begotten or brought forth ; and that if the 
Second Perſon was begot by the Firſt, he 
cou'd not be co- eternal with the Begetter : 
But here I own, that the Perſon of the 
Mediator, or of the Son is ual and co- 
eternal with the Father, becauſe he is the 
Second Perſon, the Mora, but not in regard to 
Sonſnip or being begotten, is he ſo; which Son- 
ſhip and being begot is held by me, on my Side 
of the Queſtion, to relate entirely to the Medi- 
atorſhip of Chriſt, to the Hypoſtatical Union, 
1. e. the Union of the two Natures, divine 
and human in one Perſon, which Perſon is 


the Word; for the Word was made Fleſh. 
x | This 


/ 
"yo 


The INTRODUCTION. vi. 


This Union of two Natures (and nothing 
elſe) is what conſtitutes the Second Perſon, a 
Son ; and tho' the whole Nature of God, 
which is common to all the three Perſons, 
was and is united with Humanity, yet the 
Second Perſon, perſonally confider'd, is di- 
ſtinctly from the other two in this upoſtatical 
Union, ſubſiſting diſtinctly from the other 
two in two Natures as one Perſon, for ever. 
This Union of two Natures may, I think, 
properly be ſaid to be a begetting, which 
here ſignifies a producing, a conſtituting, and 
the like: This Begetting, I conceive, had a 
Beginning; (which, on the other Hand, is 
deny'd by the Word eternal) for the Scrip- 
ture ſays, This Day have I begotten thee. 
Theſe Things being premis'd, we proceed to 
the Arguments on the Afﬀirmative Side of 
the Qyeſtion : Their Aſſertion is this; That 
the Second Perſon in the Trinity was eternally 
begotten of the Firſt, This I abſolutely 
deny: And my whole Buſineſs in this Trea- 
tiſe is to conſider the Nature of thoſe Argu- 
ments which are brought to proye the above 
Propoſition, by thoſe who hold that one 
Perſon in the Trinity is not before another : 
And the Arguments will (L believe) ap 
when brought, equally abſurd with the vie 
poſition. | 


4 eternal Son. Bar the 
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1 will, as far as I can, produce theſs Argue 
| ments 22 ars thoug 255 9460 25 — 
fball put them in wy” logiſtic Form, 
I. hall begin with the 2 | | 


ARGUMENT I 


F the Father or Firſt Perſon, be an 
eternal Father (ſay 7 Dork he muſt have 

irſt Perſon was 
an eternal Father ; thereforo he muſt have an 
eternal Son. 

Anſw, I grant, if the Firſt Perſon was an 
eternal Father, the Concluſion in the above 
Syllogiſm wou'd be juſt; but I deny that 
the Firſt Perſon did from all Eternity exiſt 
under the Relation of a Father. And 

Firſt, Becauſe the Scripture never calls 


the Firſt Perſon the eternal Father: He is 
. often ſtiled the Cod and Father of our Lord 


Jeſus Chriſt,but never the eterhal Father: and 

a good Reaſon there is why; and that becauſe 
bis Relation as a Father commenc'd when oy 
divine and human Nature were 22 
united. Here it may poſſibly be object 
that if the Perſon of the Father did not eter- | 
nally exiſt in that Relation, then the all- per- 
fe&t God receiv'd that which he had not be- 
fore; which agrees not with his abſolute Per- 
ſection. This Objection L apprehend to be 
very trivial; becauſe tho God may ſtand in 
one Relation now, which he did not ſtand in 
from all Eternity, yet he ſtill remains the 
_ in his Eſſence, Perſon, Glory, and 


Happineſs 


. 


N 
be 


and or hold good 


9 

- cage conſider d in himſelf) as he did, 
re any Relation at all commenc'd ; and if 
the Objection had = Force in it, it wou'd 
with regard to God's be- 

ing a Creator, a Benefuctor, Cc. all which 
Relations had « 42 and yet the 
Eternal 7ehovah ſtill be the ſame, But to re- 
turn, Scripture affords no ſuch CO 
ns an eternal Father, when apply'd to the 
Firſt Perſon, Chriſt in his divine Nature 
as God is call'd (1/aiah ix. 6.) The everlaſts 
ine Father, &c. But even this cannot be 
apply'd to Chriſt as always (i. e. from all 
ternity) exiſting in that Character and Re- 
lation, becauſe he had not always a Church 
to be a Father to; wherefore this Term 
everlaſting muſt have reference to Futurity, 
and ſignifies that Chrift will be an ever/aſt- 
Father to the Church. And here F 
think by the ſame Parity of Reaſon, may I 


aſſert, that becauſe the Perſon here ſpoken. 


of as a Father, did, from all Eternity, as 


a Perſon, exiſt; that therefore all the Chil- 


dren to whom he is now a Father exiſted ſo 
too: I fay, Reaſon is as much on my Side in 
aſſerting this, as it is on theirs who ſay, that 
becauſe the Scripture ſpeaks of God the Fa- 
ther having a Son, his own Perſon being 
eternal, therefore he muſt be an eternal 
Father. But, 

Secondly, As Father and Son are relative 
Terms, denoting Superiority and Inferiority 
in regard» to Time amongſt us, from whom 

B they 
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they are taken (in Condeſcenſion to our Ca- 
pacities,) they can never in Propriety be 
attributed to a Father and a Soh, or a Firſt 
and Second Perſon, who are co-equal and 
co-eternal ; for a Father with us is always 
in order of Time, antecedent to the Son; not 
as a Father, but as a Perſon. _ 
Object. But this Eternal Generation and 
Sonſhip of the Second Perſon is a Myſtery, 
and is above Reaſon, and therefore muſt not 
by Reaſon be offer'd to be fearch'd into. 
_ Anſw. Without ſhewing that upon this 
Argument, every Chimera, tho' never fo 
odd, might be brought into Religion, under 
the Title of a Myſtery, I anſwer; that if 
Reaſon can and may ſearch into the Nature 
and Meaning of the Terms begotten and Son- 
ſhip, when apply'd to Men, it may when 
apply'd to Things divine; and that (ſecondly) 
becauſe the Terms begotten and Sonfbip are 
taken from us, and by the Holy Spirit penn'd 
down in the Scripture in Phraſes ſuited to 
our weak Capacities: He uſes our Modes of 
Speaking, that we may the better take in an 
Idea: As I or another may uſe the North 
Country Language if there, on Purpoſe that 
our Meaning may be taken in by the Inha- 
bitants we converſe with: In like manner the 
Holy Spirit, when he enumerates the Perſons 
of the 7rini/ty, he puts one before another, 
not that they amongſt themſelves are ſo, but 
that we may the better with our finite Capa- 


citics conceive of them; In this the ge” 
ne 


[41 ] 
neſe and Condeſcenſion of our God in his 
Revelation greatly conſiſts ; he has taken our 


Modes of Speaking to convey hig Truths; 
But where is there the leaſt Condeſcenſion 
a 


t in the Revelation concerning the 
ather and SM? If he by theſe Terms means 
one Way, and we the dire& contrary ; this 
inflead of ſtooping to our Capacities, wou'd 
be tormenting and perplexing us; he by our 
Terms which denote Superiority and Infe- 
riority in regard to Time, to ſignify or de- 
ſign a Co- eternity and Co-equality: This 
does not comport with the infinite Grace 
and Mercy of the Bleſſed Spirit at all; 
and here I muſt beg leave to make a Di- 
ſtinction, which now-a-days ſeems very ne- 
ceſſary, and that is concerning Things being 
above Reaſon, and contrary to Reaſon. The 
Objection which I have been anſwering tells 
us that Eternal Generation is not to be 
{earch'd into by Reaſon, (This I muſt con- 
feſs is a very ſure Way that a Doctrine, 
tho' ever ſo falſe, ſhall never be known to 
be ſo.) Now I grant, that if it was agree- 
able to Reaſon (or Revelation) that a Father 
and a Son cou'd be of equal Date then as to 
the (,Qyomodo) or how it cou'd be thus, 
Reaſon ought to be quiet. And T'll take 
upon me to affirm, that there is nothing in 
the whole Word of God which is diſagree- 
able to Reaſon; I'll inſtance in two Partieu- 
lars, The Walls of 7erichs, we are told, at 


the Sound of Rams-Horns fell down; how 
B 2 this 
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this cou'd be, in the Nature of Things, Rea- 
ſon has no Buſineſs with, but that it might 

be, Reaſqn wholly aſſents to, when it conſi- 
ders the — of that God who created 

the Heavens and the Earth. Again, we are 
told, that a Virgin conceiv'd : How ſhe did 
ſo, Reaſon ought not to pry into; that ſhe 
might, Reaſon, from God's Omnipotency, 
declares is very poſſible ; ſo that I fay Rea- 
ſon is the ſole Judge of Revelation, and, 
under the Influence of Spirit, it is always in 
the right; but if it is led out of the Way, 
it is from a falſe Biaſs, as it is when it offers 
to ſeek into how, and in what manner, di- 
vine Things exiſt, and are as they are; for 
theſe are entirely above the Capacity of Rea- 
ſon : But in all Matters of Faith Reaſon has 
this Part; it judges and ſhews whether the 
Nature of Things will admit of ſuch a Doc- 
trine; and if Reaſon there declare that the 
Nature of the' Things themſelves will nor 
admit of ſuch a Doctrine predicated of them, 
then ſhe has a juſt Liberty to diſcard the 
Doctrine: For the Lord, when he makes 
the Chriſtian, the Believer, the renew'd Man, 
he does not deſtroy or tell him that his Rea- 
ſon is to be ſet aſide; for, fo far from that, 
he by his Grace helps Reaſon clearly and 
juſtly to diſtinguiſh between Things that 
differ, ſo that a Perſon when regenerated is 

ſo much the more reaſonable than when un- 
regenerate, by how much, the more the 
Grace of God is prevalent and active in him. 


But 


r wr 

But now as to Eternal Generation, Reaſon 
- at the firſt Sounding of the Words certainly 
ſees, firſt, That they are incoherent in them- 
ſelves, and a Contradiction in Terms; and, 
ſecondly, that to be begotten can never be ap- 
ply'd to an eternal, ſelf-exiftent Perſon ; I 
ſay, Reaſon ſhews that the Nature of an 
eternal Perſon admits- not of being begot as 
to his Perſonality, But to proceed with 

regard to the Syllogiſm. | 

Thirdly, I ſay, that the Firſt Perſon in the 
Trinity ſtood not from all Eternity in the Re- 
lation of a Father, becauſe the Scripture 
never once ſpeaks of him as Father, or of the 
Son as Son, but the Mediatorſhip, or the In- 
carnation are 1 ſet ſorth in the Words 
preceding or following ; and all the Texts 
which are brought to prove this Doctrine do 
every one ſpeak of Chriſt under two Capa- 
cities, i. e. as divine and human, And this I 
am very certain of, that thoſe who talk fo 
much of Eternal Generation can never have 
= clear Idea of their Meaning in thoſe 
ords; for Generation muſt ſuppoſe an 
Act, and all Acts that ever I heard of had a 
Beginning, except ſuch as are in God from 
Eternity to Eternity, which this can't be 
ſaid to be. Now if the Act of Generation, 
or if the Generation of the Second Perſon 
was as eternal as God was, it will follow, 
that whilſt the Firſt Perſon was begetting, 
the Second to be begotten did not perſonally 
exiſt, which ſtill will proye, in ſpite of all 
| 5 perplexing 
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| perplexing Terms, that the Sebond Perſon 


was not as eternal as the Firſt, i. 6. perſon» . 
ally, tho' eſſentially he might, as ſome 

ſpeak, who ſay, the Eſſence of the Word 
was not begotten, but his Perſon was ; To 
the Afſemblice of ſuch Defenders of the 
Trins/y againſt Arians, mine Honour be not 
thou united. Again, this Act of Generation 
muſt be either immanent or tranſient; if it 
is ſaid immanent, then T'll venture to affirm 
the Son is not yet begotten ; for immanent 
Acts in God are in him as the ſame Yeſterday, 
To- day, and for ever; and if it is ſaid tran- 
ſient, then the Perſon of the Son was not 
eternal; for tranſient Acts have both a Be- 
inning and an End. What ſtrange and ſad 
ines does this Notion of Eternal Gene- 
ration inſenſibly draw People into! As for 
my own Part * as certainly perſuaded, as 


I am of my own Exiſtence, that the Reaſon 


why Arianiſin has prevail'd, and ſtill pre- 
vails, is, becauſe the Trinitarians, who hold 
a Co- eternity and Co- equality of three di- 
ſtin& Perſons, have ſo perplexed their Writ- 
ings and Diſtinctions with thoſe uncouth Ex- 
preſſions of Athanaſins : Such as the Fa- 
« ther is, ſuch is the Son, &c. The Father 
« eternal, the Son eternal, Sc. And in this 
“Trinity none is afore, or after other.“ 
Now who but ſuch as pinn'd their Faith on 
Learning and Antiquity, wou'd think that a 
Father ihou'd not be before the Son. The 
Arians juſtly take the Term Son to be un- 

| worthy 
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worthy of that which is truly divine, an 
therefore they aſſert, that the Father is the 
alone ſupreme God, and the Son is only a 
Titular one, not diſtinguiſhing the proper 
Divinity of the Word, the Perſon ſubſiſting 
in the two Natures, and the Sonſhip ariſing 
from this Union. But our Eternal-Gene= 
ration Gentlemen think they find that a 
ply'd to the Son in Scripture, which can be 
. apply'd to none but the ſupreme God: This 
own; but then it is to the Son in his high» 
eſt Nature, as God, which does not prove 
that in his higheſt Nature and Perſon, as 
the Word, he is the Son : All that it proves 
is, that in the Son, in the Mediator ſubſiſta 
one that is truly God; this is the Word 
which aſſum'd Fleſh or N : But we 
ſhall quote the Texts which are brought for 
Eternal Generation, or Sonſhip, deſire 
our Reader to obſerve as he goes along, that 
all the Texts which may be quoted, expreſly 
regard the Mediator ; in which Senſe they 
call him Son, 
Ag. 2. Col. i. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20. Ver. 13. Who hath deliver d us from 
the Power of Darkneſs, and tran//ated us 
into the Kingdom of his Dear Son ; in whom 
we have Redemption through his Blood, the 
Forgiveneſs of our Sins : Wha is the Image 
of the mroiſible God, the Firſt-born 
every Creature: for by him all Things were 
made that are in Heaven and that are in 
Earth. Ver. 17. And he is before all Things, 
| and 
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and by him all * con/ift ; and he is the 


Head of the Body, the Church, who ts the 
Beginning, the firſt born from the Dead, 
that in all Things he might haue the-Prehe- 
minence ; for it pleaſed the Father that in 
him all Fullneſs ſhould dwell. Hence our 
Eternal Generation Folks argue ; He that is 
the Image of the inviſible God, the firſt 
born of eyery Creature, and who made all 
Things, muſt be co-eternal with the firſt 
Perſon ; the Son is declared to be ſuch, 
therefore the Son muſt be co- eternal with 
the firſt Perſon. 55 

Anſw. If we do but conſider the obvious 
Meaning of the Texts above quoted, e ſhall 
ſee how abſurd it is to apply them to an eternal 


ſelf.exiſtent Perſon (as the Son is ſaid to be) 


and we will take the Premiſes of the above 
Syllogiſm in order, whereby we ſhall be 
able to judge of the Goodneſs of the Con- 
cluſfion in it. And | | 

Firſt, He that is the Image of God muſt 
be co- eternal with God, or the Perſon of the 
Father. If this ſeems a juſt Conſequence to 


any, I muſt tell them that they have Joſt 


their Reaſon; for can any one ſuppoſe that 
my Picture, or my Repreſentation, was co- 
equal in time of Exiſtence with me, or can it 
have the ſame Qualities in reality that I 
have: No, certainly; all that my Picture 
does, is to repreſent what I am in Figure, 
and therefore I muſt exiſt previous to my 
being imag'd out or repreſented : ces | 
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if the Perſon of the Father is imag d out or 
repreſented by the Son ; the Father, as a Per- 
ſon, muſt exiſt previous to that which is his 
Image, which I think ſufficiently takes away 
this from being a Pfemiſe good enough for 
' the Conſequence in the Syllogiſm. Let us juſt 
enquire what may be the Meaning of the Ex- 
preſſion the Image of the inviſible God. And 
by the Way we may obſerye, the Apoſtle 
does not fay the Image of the inviſible Father, 
but of the inviſible God, which means (as I 
take it) of God in all his Perſons; ſo that the 
Image of God, Father, Word, and Holy 
Spirit, is the Son, the Mediator, whoſe Ca- 
pacity to be God's Image to Man, is, becauſe 
in his Perſon both Natures, (vig.) God and 
Man, are united. Now, if the Son as ſuch 
were truly and properly God, he wou'd then 
be the Image of himſelf, which is prepoſte- 
rous. And as to the Divinity of the Media- 
tor, which is the Second Perſon, he, in that 
Regard, is as inviſible as the Father, or Spirit; 
and he, as God, muſt want an Image as well 
as they to repreſent him: For the Son, when 
he repreſents one of the three, he repreſents 
the others alſo; wherefore I think the Son 
here ſpoken of as an Image, cannot be the 
eternal Laas, abſtractedly conſider d as a di- 
vine Perſon, but muſt be Mediator, who is 
compounded of the divine and human Nature 
which Compoſition or Union of Natures ſtiles 
him the Son, and capacitates him to be the 
Image of God; and he, in this Capacity, is a 
glorious Image indeed; for in Chriſt Jeſus 
| C Mercy 
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Mercy and Truth have met together, Righte- 
ouſneſs and Peace have kiſſed each other: For 
(as our Saviour ſays) no Man hath ſeen God 
at any Time, the only begotten, which is in the 
Boſom of the Father, he hath revealed him. 
No Man hath ſeen God, i. e. God in all his 
Perſons, Father, Word, and Holy Ghoſt; 
but the only begotten, which is in the Boſom, 
or Love, of the Father, he that has two Na- 
tures in one Perſon, thereby being the Son of 
God, he has revealed him; he has ſet forth 
the divine Petfections to fallen Man, by virtue 
of his Sonſhip, Which is by having their Na- 
ture in Union with the Deity : And here we 
may take Notice, that if the Scripture by the 
Term Sor, did not mean the Union of two 
Natures in one Perſon, it wou'd never tell us 
that the Son (in that Capacity) cou'd reveal 
or manifeſt the Godhead or God ; for was the 
Son (as to the Sonſhip) the eternal Second Per- 
ſon, he con'd not be able (if I may beallow'd 
the Expreſſion, and may judge of what cou'd 
not by what has been) ; I fay, the Second 
Perſon, in that Capacity, cou'd not reveal 
God to Man, becauſe he wou'd want the 
Medium, i. e. the Humanity. But the Son 
(we are told) has revealed God, or his 
Perfections, to Man; therefore in the 
Senſe he is Son, he cannot be the eter- 
nal Second Perſon; for in that Capacity he 
cou'd not reveal God, and in the Senſe he is 
Son, he is not diſtinctly God, but God and 
Man, in two Natures in one Perſon, and by 
that Union God is revealed, I wou'd beg leave 
here to repeat my Meaning, which is, If the 
eternal 
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eternal Second Perſon, (abſtractly ſo conſi- 
der d) cou d not, nor did not reveal God, he 
then cou'd not, in that Capacity, i. e. as Second 
Perſon, be the Son, becauſe it is ſaid ex- 
ſsly the Son did reveal God to Man. 
ut we proceed to another Premiſe in the 

Syllogiſm before laid down. 

Secondly, W hich is he that is the Firſt-born 
of every Creature, Sc. muſt be co- eternal, c. 
And this Premiſe, or howeyer the Text in the 
Book of God, is enough to ſcare any one from 
ſaying the Son is co- eternal with the Firſt 
Perion, or with the Perſon of the Father; 
for I think it plainly ſhews us that the Son- 
ſhip was created ; and indeed the Expreſſion 
generated in Scripture, when apply'd to God, 
can mean nothing more or leſs than created. 
But here, for the Lord's fake, don't miſtake 
me: When I ſay, the Son, or Sonſhip was 
created, I mean, not that the Perſon of the 
Son was, (for that was the divine eternal Lagos) 
but by the Son's being created I mean, that 
Union of the two Natures in the Second Per- 
fon, which gave Birth to a Son amongſt the 
divine, co-equal Perſons in the Trinity; that 
is, the Second Perſon was or may be relatively 
call'd a Son, becauſe he is particularly in the 
Union, but yet not when conſider' d abſtractly 
as a divine Perſon in the Trinity, is he 
Son, i. e. in the Relation as a Perſon in the 
* Godhead is he Son. I am oblig'd to make 
Repetitions of my Meaning, becauſe People 
are ſo yery ready to ſnatch any Sentences 
which ſpeak doubtfully, and to wreſt a Per- 

G3 ſon's 
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ſon's Meaning to their own Notions: I ſay 
then, the Son being ftild the Firſt-born of 
every Creature, in this Text in Colaſſ is ſo 
far " proving as Son, his Co-eternity with 
the Father's Perſon, that it at once deſtroys it: 
For how can it be conceiv'd that an eternal, 
ſelf-exiſtent Perſon ſhou'd be the Firſt-born, 
(veerblenet) or firſt brought forth; and that of 
every Creature too, what can the Apoſtle 
mean here? not that an eternal Perſon was 
created, ſurely; and yet he applics it to the 
Son (in that Capacity) who by our Antago- 
niſts is call'd the eternal Second Perſon. I 
leave this to every judicious, impartial Reader 
to judge whether thoſe, who bring this to 
— the Co- eternity of the Son with the 
*erſon of the Father, are not guilty of Self- 
contradiction by ſaying he is eternal which 
regards not time, and yet ſay he was brought 
forth, which immediately does regard Time. 
And I am certain by this Text they will for 
ever give the Argument of the Co-equality of 
the Word with. the Father, into the Arzans 
Hands; for if the Second Perſon be brought 
forth, in that Senſe he can never be eternal, 
and yet as Son he is brought forth, therefore 
as Son he is not, nor can he be, eternal: Or, 
in other Words, the Sonſmip cannot be eter- 
nal; therefore, without calling thoſe Arians 
who bring this Text for eternal Sonſhip, we 
leave it to their better Conſideration, 
Thirdly, Another Premiſe in the Argument 
from the firſt of Coloſſ. Ke. is this; He who 
made all Things, Sc. muſt be co- eternal * 
c. 
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Sc. I grant our Tranſlation does read it, by 
him were all Things made; but the Particle 
which is render'd by is not the-ſame which is 
uſed in Joh. i. 3. the Particle there is i; but 
here «, the ſame which is uſed for in, 1 foh. i. 
ay apy n, in the Beginning, and here it is ir aur 
#1135 Te mervre. in him were all Things made ; 
the Meaning of which is, that in the Son all 
Things were made by his being their contain- 
ing Head ; for he is the univerſal Head' of 
Nature, Grace, and Glory ; and this Senſe the 
Apoſtle confirms by the Words following, in 
the 17th Ver. and he it before all Things, and 
in him (iy avre,) (not him) all Things conſiſt 5 
and likewiſe it is obſervable, that in the 16th 
Ver. immediately after the Apoftle had ſaid 
that the Son was the Firſt brought forth of 
every Creature, he ſays, for in him all Things 
were created; for er, or becauſe, i. e. the 
Son muſt be the Firſt-born, in as much as all 
Things were created in him, which cou'd not 
have been, had not he, as Son, firſt been 
brought forth himſelf; and in the 19th Ver. 
after the Apoſtle had ſhewn how the Son was 
the Head of the Body, the Church, he tells us, 
that it pleaſed the Father that in him all Pul- 
neſs ſhou'd dwell. Now had the Son as fuch 
been the eternal Second Perſon, he cou'd neyer 
have receiv'd any Thing, having in himſelf an 
underiv'd Fulneſs; and tho' the Son, conſiſt- 
ing of two Natures, is ſaid to receive this 
Fulneſs, yet it muſt be remember d, that the 
Receiver, or that which does diſtinctly re» 
ceiye, is the Humanity, that being alone ca- 
pable 


\ 
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pable of it. Upon the whole, to leave this 
Argument, drawn from "theſe Texts in Colo//: 
I think that the Apoſtle is manifeſtly ſhew- 
ing forth the Glorics. of the Son, as ſuch, and 
not of the Perſon, the Word, which is the 
Second in the Trinity; and I wou'd, without 
2 what has deen urg'd before, ad- 
viſe all Sticklers for Eternal Generation duly 
to obſerve whether the Titles and CharaQte- 
riſticks here apply'd to the Son, be in a ſtrict 
Senſe apppicable to one who. is eternally the 
ſame Yeſterday, To-day, and for ever; and 
if they find they cannot be fo apply'd, let 
them be reſoly'd that they will not be ſway'd 
to another Expoſition by Antiquity, or the 
Impoſition of the Prieſts, or the Fear of the 
Church's Cenſures; God, and not Man, is to 
be regarded, Another Argument for Eternal 
Generation, * 
Arg. 3. is produced from Hebrews, Chap. i. 
Ver. 2, 3. — hath in theſe laſt Times þ oke 
to us by his Son, whom he hath appointed Heir 
* Things, by whom alſo he made the 
orlds; who being the Brightneſs of his 
Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Perſon, 
and upholding all Things by the Word of his 
Power, when he had by himſelf purg'd our 
Sins, ſat down on the Right Hand of the Ma- 
Jeſty on high; from whence it is argu'd ; he 
that is the Brightneſs of the Father's Glory, 
and the expreſs Image of his Perſon, and who 
upholds all Things by the Word of his Power, 
muſt be co-eternal with the Perſon of the 


Father: But the Son here is faid to be and » 
0 
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do this, therefore the Son is co=eternal with 
the Perſon of the Father. Here again we 
ſhall examine the Premiſes of the Syllogiſm, 
which will ſhew how good the Concluſion 
is. And 
Firſt, He that is the Brightneſs, &c. muſt 
be Co-eternal, c. The Greet Word here 
uſed for Brightneſs, is dravyecud, which 1s 
compounded of the two Words v from, and 
evyesug Brightneſs , and immediately is de- 
rived from 4ravyaZts reſplendeo, to ſhine back 
or reflect; which plainly intimates, that the 
Son, here ſpoken of, is the reflective Bright- 
neſs, or that which refleas, or ſhews the 
Brightneſs of the Father, or the Whole Na- 
ture of God. God has manifeſted himſelf 
i» q in the Son, in the Union of the two 
Natures, which Manifeſtation is by us immedi- 
ately perceiv'd through the Humanity, or 
(as a learned Man now deceaſed ) has ex- 
_ d it, thro' the Glory-Man; for all the 
deas we poſſibly can have of God — _ 
feſted in and thro' the Humanity 
Son may here be call'd the Brs ih T0: 
Glory in a figurative way 
call'd Brj ge itſelf; N * Glory 8 
God is abundantly perſpicuous in and 
thro the Sonſhip ; and if 4 I think it is 
very plain, that * the Perſon whoſe Glory is 
reflected, muſt have had that Glory previous 
or antecedent to its Reflection; and that 
which ſhews the Glory of a Perſon or Thing, 
muſt be ſucoeedent to that Glory or Perſon 
manifeſted, 

Secondly, 


. 24 ] 
Secondly, Another Premiſe,” which I believe 
is thought much ſtronger than the firſt, is, 
that the Son is call'd the * Image But 
the two Words expreſs. and Image (tt tho” they 
don't adyantage . the Argument at all) are wo 
in the Greek Text, which is thus: Ku Ne- 
Je w. dendster aver, and the Character, Type, 
Form, or Mark of his Perſon, all which 
Words Screvels gives for the Word xe, 
which is derived from the Verb v. to 
engra ve, or i — ; and Authors generally 
parallel this with an Impreſs made on Wax by 
a Seal, in which the Impreſſion exactly tallies 
with the Seal. But if this is brought to prove 
the Co- eternity of the Son with the Father, 
I'll venture to affirm the logical Maxim, 
 (Similitudo non currit quatuor Pedibus ) that 
a Similitude does not — on four Feet, is 
more than verify'd here, for this Similitude 
hardly ſeems to go at all; for does it ſeem fo 
mach as probable, that 'becauſe the Son is 
as much the expreſs Image of the Father's Per- 
ſon as the Impreſſion is of the Seal which 
impreſs'd, therefore the Son is co=eternal with 
the Perſon of the Father? This is but very 
poor Logick ; and. I believe will be found as 
— Bivinity; ſor the Seal is always prior to 
the Impreſſion. Now if the Perſon of the 
Father was before the Son (as I'm ſure this 
Similitude and the holy Text plainly holds 
| forth) then the Argument is done with, But 
I think the bringing of this Text, vis. of the 
Son's being a Character to prove his Co- ter- 


nity with the Father's Per Tor, plainly * 
the 


8 
| the Weakneſs of the Doctrine of Eternal Son- 
ſhip, when People not only fly to Texts 
hich ſpeak expreſsly of the Mediatorſhip, 
120 of the e Son i in that Capacity only, to prove 
his Eternal Generation; but alfo take thoſe 
Texts which ſpeak in diminutive Terms, (di- 
minutive 1 mean, if apply'd to an eternal 
Fehovah) both which hings theſe Texts 
reſsly do. Firſt, They ſpeak of the Son 
ts Mediator, ( in which the Sonſhip truly con- 
b) when A had by hi * . Pwr . our 2 
&c. Ver. 3. Secondly, The Context ſpeak 
of the A in diminutive Terms; Ver. 4. be- 

ing made ſo much better than the Angels, as 
he has by inheritance obtam'd a more excel- 

tent Name than they. Obſerve, this Name is 
ſaid to be obtain'd; and what is this Name 
which vas obtain'd? the 5th Ver. tells us, 
for unto which of the Angels ſaid he at any 
Time, Thou ny my Son, this Day have 1 2 
gotten thee. This is the Name which is more 
excellent than the Angels, tho' % are the 
Sons of God too; bat | never were in Union 
with the Divinity. Note here, that the 8on 
is both ſaid to have obtain'd a Name, and in 
that obtaining to be made better than the 
Angels: Surely, if he the Son was the eternal 
Second Perſon, he cou'd not be ſaid to be 
made better, Ge. if the Son had been eternally 
the ſame, he cou'd not be made a Son; but 
what poor Shifts do our Eternal-Generation 
Folks take. Well, becauſe the Sonſhip of 
our Saviour was more excellent than that of 


the Angels, the 2 in the 6th Ver. ſays, 


and 
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and whey he bringeth in the firſi-begotten into 
the World, he ſaith, and let all the Angels of 
God worſhip him; WerurneaTwoay dayTy, I. E. let 
them kiſs or pay Homage to him, for the 
Word euro, ſignifies to kiſs; which ſhews us 
that the Angels by kiſſing the Son were to 
acknowledge his Sonſhip to be vaſtly ſu- 

riour to theirs. One thing I wou'd 
ave amongſt the reſt particularly obſery'd ; 
— ſhew how weak thoſe are who bring theſe 
exts for Eternal Generation) and that is 
that in the $th Ver. the Lord is repreſented 
as ſaying, I will be to him a Father, and he 
ſhall be to me a Son, Or, as the Greek more 
proper! reads It: 4 I will be to him 4% aarripe, 
© for a Father, and he ſhall be to me 47d, for 
« q Son,” I will be, &c. will that denote 
that he eternally was a Father? I will do 
ſuch a Thing, ſignifies not that. I have done 
it, if we can underſtand any Thing by Words; 
and if God ſays I will be or become a Father, 
it muſt ſignify that the paternal Relation was 
not commenc'd ; and he ſhall be (or þecome) 
- a Son, muſt denote that the Sonſhip was not 
commenc'd neither. And again, another di- 
minutive Term of the Son is in the gth Ver. 
where God is ſaid to be his God, or (as the 
Word ze, from 34, fon to create, ſignifies) 
his Creator: Now, ſurely; no one will ſay 
that the Father was the God of the Second 
eternal Perſon ; tho' the Word begotten, when 
apply'd to God, can ſignify nothing better; 
and a begotten God and a created God are ſo 
near a-kin, that they muſt have very nice 
diſtinguiſhing 


[9] 
diſtinguiſhing Heads, who can ſhew the Dif- 
ference. But here perhaps it may be objected, 
that this gth Ver. has a manifeſt Reft᷑rence to 
the Humanity of the Mediator, diſtinct from 
the Deity or divine Nature. 

Anſw. I am very glad that our Eternal 
Generation Folks will at all talk of making 
Diſtinctions, tho' by the way they'll ſuffer 
none but theirſelves to make them) for if you 

o about to talk with them of the Nature of 
hings, and of diſtinguiſhing between Things 
that differ ; Oh! (they preſently cry out) 
what you are got upon carnal Reaſon ? But 
however; If this Text has a manifeſt Refe- 
rence to the Humanity of the Mediator, and 
not to the Divinity, I ſay then, and with 
equal Reaſon, that the others we have been 
ſpeaking to concerning Sonſhip, have a manifeſt 
eference to the Union of the two Natures, 
and not to the divine Second Perſon in that 
Relation conſider'd : though we may here take 
Notice that the Expreſſion God, even thy God, 
&c, is apply'd to the ſame %u, to whom it 
is ſaid in the Sth Ver, thy Throne O God is 
for ever and ever ; a Scepter of Righteouſneſs 
is the Scepter of thy Kingdom. Thou haſt 
loved Righteouſneſs, ana hated Iniquity; there- 
fore God even thy God, Kc, Now I think 
we can never. apprehend that the Meaning of 
in the dth Ver. can be the ſame with that 

of God even thy God in the gth; for then the 
Text wou'd be as lame and inconſiſtent as the 
Doctrine of Eternal Generation itſelf; For it 
wou'd run thus: (if we take God in the 8th 
| D 2 Ver. 
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Ver, to mean ſupreme Deity) ( O thou ſupreme 
« God, a Scepter of Righteouſheſd is the Scep» 
6 ter of thy Kingdom; thou haſt loy'd Righte» 
« otheſd, Ce. t therefore 2 God,” Ke. I ſay, 
ſich an Expoſition muſt be prepoſterous, bo- 
- cuuſe it makes God to haves God or a Creator; 
wherefore, when our Aternal-Gomerationiſts 
bring this Text to prove the Co-equality — 
Co- eternity of the Son, in that Capaci 
ſpoke of in the firſt of Hebrews) wit th the 
erſon of the Father, they muſt not know 
what they are doing; for this God or Son is 
ſaid to have a G ! Wherefore I take the 
Meaning of theſe Texts to be as follows: 
The Apoſtle had all along been talking of 
the Greatneſs of the Mediator, the Son ; and 
in the Sth and 9th Ver. of this Chapter, he 
uotes the P[almiſi's Words in the 45th 8 
Ver, 6 and 7. thy Throne Oh God, Sc. 
this Pſalm the Tſalmiſt is evidently Leung 
forth Chriſt's Mediatorial Glory, Ver. 2. 
Thou art fairer than the Sons of Men. Grace 
is pour'd into thy Lips, therefore God hath 
ble{Jed thee for ever, er. 3. Gird thy Sword 
on thy Thigh, oh (moſt) Mighty, with thy 
Glory, and with thy Majeſty. Ver. 4. and 
in thy Majeſty (i. e. * Divinity) ride 4 05 
pers ſy, &c. and thy Right Ha 
Strength of thy Deity) ba Bog — ter- 
rid le Things. Ver 6. thy Throne oh God, &c. 
frota hence we ſee that God is apply d to the 
Mediator as Son, in an inferior Senſe ; and that 
becauſe this God is faid to have a God; (ſee 
Ver. 7. of this A all which with the 
 _ Apoſtle's 
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Words ſhew us that the Sonſhip iy 


A 


by virtue of — and Human — 
2 that the Perſon in this _—_ the *. 
vine Logos, the Second Perſon in t 


And I Kak remark here, that all the Eprves 
in Scripture, vie. of Prophet, Prieſt, a 
have ſpec 1 Relation to the Man or Hans, 
nity, (hot in the leaſt diſtinguiſh'd from Union 
with the Divinity) but as in the ſtricteſt Senſe 
united to it, — us Pſa, ii, 6, Tot bave T ſor 
wy King agen Hill of' Zion Or, ws it 
is better 3 t have 1 anointed him 
wy King. Who can this King have reference 
to, not the eternal, ſelf-exiftent Second Per- 
ſon? for he admits not of being anointed : And 
1 by the way this King is called in the next 
rſe, the Son, I will diciars the — 
The Lord hath ſaid unto mo, thun art my Soy, 
this Day have 4 begotten t This further 
— that the cannot in that Capa- 
80 be the Second Perſon, for he is here the 
| jet of a Decree, which he that 

vn with the Father and Spirit cannot be ; 
— I think it — ſhews that the Man in 

_ is ly the P Prieft, and 
, Officiating by virtue of his N eameſs to 
ivini 15 1% Capacities Another 
— f or Eternal Generation, 

Arg. 4. Is taken from John v. 23. that al 
Men 0 honour the Son, eden as they 
honour the Father : He then (Gy y they) that 
is to be hondur d with the and equal 


Honour with the Father, muſt be co-equal 
and co-eternal with the es - ; But — 
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Bon is thus to be honour'd ; therefore he ty 
co-equal as Son with the Father's Perſon, 
Anſw, I have nothing here to do but 
deny the Aſſumption in this Syllogiſm, vis. 
That the Son, as ſuch, is to be honour'd with 
the ſame and equal Honour with the Perſon 
of the Father ; far the Text or Context hold 
forth no ſuch Thing. And by the way, if 
the Son is to be honour'd with the ſame and 
equal Honour with the Father, then he is to be 
honour'd as Father; for when we wm the 
Father, we worſhip him as ſuch, and there- 
fore the Son cannot in that Senſe be worſhip'd 
with the ſame and equal Honour with the Fa- 
ther, Now the Text, in my Opinion, means 
theſe two Things: Firſt, that the Son is to 
be honour'd by us, by virtue of a Command, 
as God is; we worſhip God, and make a Con- 


ſcience of fo doing, becauſe he has ſaid, Thou 


ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy Gad, and him only 
fbalt thou ſerve. By a Command then we 
worſhip the Son, and the Cauſe of this Com- 
mand, Secondly ; is becauſe the Father hath, 
given all Fudgment into his Hand : (ſee Ver. 
22.) So that as a Judge the Son expects our 
Homage. The ſame Son, obſerve, who is to 
be worſhipp'd as the Father, is ſaid to have 
this Judgment committed to him; which, (if as 
a Son, he was the eternal Second Perſon in the 
Trinity,) he had by virtue of Godhead equal 
with the Father, and cou'd not receiye it, 
Again, (obſerve, Ver. 27.) and hath given 
him Authority to execute Judgment, becauſe 
he is the Son of Man; (i. e. diſtin from 

Unlon, 
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2 tho“ as in Union the Son of God) 
ut here it is objected, that the Son as ſuch 
muſt be co-equal and co-eternal with the Fa- 
ther, becauſe the Jews ſought to kill our 
Saviour, becauſe he call'd God his Father, 
they j Judging th that he as Son _ himſelf 
equal wit : This is ver Lge 

; af for what, if the wicked Jew .— were 
ſilly as to think a Father and à Son cou'd — 
perſonally of an equal Date, are we Chriſtians 
to be ſo too? or do their Apprehenſions 
make the Thing ever the more true? And if 
People will compare Scripture with itſelf,” and 
not fit it to their Imaginations and Whims, it 
will appear, by our Saviour's Reply to the 
Jett, that he contradicts this their Opinion, 
Ver. 19. Verily, verily, (ſome notable ruth 
after theſe Words always) I ſay unto you, the 
Son can do — himſe 71 1— what, 
cannot an — elf-exiſtent Perſon do ſome 
thing of himſelf 5 but _ he ſees the Fa- 
ther do; for what Thin doth, that 
doth the Son likewiſe. 1 — always thought that 
the Second . in the Trinity ever acted 
and wor lk d jointly with the Father and Spirit, 
but the Eternal-Generationiſls make him an 
Imitator only, one that works not till the 
Father has ſhewn the Pattern ; and indeed 
ſome of their other Notions and Ways of ex- 
preſſing themſel ves are as bad in other — 

and ſomething like this when they tell us t 
Father cantriv d, the Scheme of Salvation, and 
then communicated it to, and counſell'd with 
the Son (as the Second Perſon is _— and 
pirit, 
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Spirit, how it ſhou'd be tranſacted : Thus hers er6; 
the cternal Son. (as they fondly call him) tho 
yy gener, 'd to be © * in Wiſdom, 


— by them (I ſay by them ; 
for the he Fay Ghoſt 2 never apply it to 


an eternal Perſon) to be copying after and imi- 
_ the Father. Such unworthy Thoughts 
y our Eternal-Generationifts; Now as 
theſe. exts relate to the Mediatorſhip, the 
true Sonſhip there is a Beauty and a Glory in 
them, a ” 3 the Mediator is by them exalted; 
the ſtrick Union of two Natures qualifyirig 
the Man in that Union to act as Judge, for 
2 7 ment is in his Hand, becauſe he is th 
2 and thereby a proper Medium or 
ge h ature by. But in, 
our — 2 once — in this hapter; 
30. to contradit the Jews N f 
(which poſſibly might be thoſe of our Erer- 
Sal-Gewationifs ) TI fay, our Saviour ex- 
preſaly tells them, I can 72 1 do nothing : 
_ —— 1 . ify'd 4 
Will not now a-days 
r we hear no — at eq Time, of thei 
offering to kill him. Had he vindicated his 
— and A with the Perſon 
of the Father, as a t wou'd certainly 
have enrag'd them the more; but on the 
contrariwile they are ſtill, n theſe Words, 
the Son can do nothing of kl If fo, they 
might Juul argue, 4 as he cou d not 
be and co-eternal with the Perſon 
of the ather, But from the 26th Ver. of 


; 8 


1331 : 
this Chapter another Argument is advanced. 
The Text runs thus: : 
2 2775 . For as the Father hath Life in 
0 has he given the Son to have Life 
1 227 he e that has Life in himſelf, muſt 
co:equal and co-eternal with the Father's 
obs. the Son has this, therefore the Son 
muſt be co- equal and co- eternal with, c. 
| 1 have heard this Text urg'd by 
| ſorme good and very learned Men, but yet 
in drawing the Argument from it there 
is a manifeſt Sophiſm: For the Life which 
the Father is Pai to have in himſelf, 
is not that -Life which he has given, an 
which the Son is faid to have in himſelf; afid 
for this Reaſon, becauſe that Life which the 
Son had was delegated, he receiv'd it; and 
that Life which- the Father had he receiv d | 
not, but had in himſelf from all Eternity. 
And I ſhou'd haye thought that if the Son 
was the eternal Second -Perſon nal from 
il, Eternity with the Fathef v Perſon, he cou 
by no Means receive Ha — from the Flrſt, 
becauſe he was eternall: vel with him, 
And here I will take ; Liberty to advance 
an Argument'I have read in ar! Author, who 
Miles his Book, The Redeomer's Glory anbei; 
N 
mpoſſible that the 
| 1 ſhou'd of the ſame Eſſence with 
p God, - becauſe Self-cxiſtence, Eternity, and 
«4 .Independancy are the inſeparable Properties 
of an infinite Eſſence; ſo that it is plain 
according to this Notion that Chriſt 2 
I 


for if he was eternal, he cou'd not be be- 
© the Infinite Eſſence: But Jeſus Chriſt (or 
finitely eternal, independent, or ſelf-ex- 


-be the ſame with that reſiding in the Second 
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. Second Perſon's Life refides in him perſonally, 
not be co-equal with the Father. The Ap- 
_ Life in himſelf, is this: God the Father, 
tureſhip : In like manner, the Son has a Life 
given him, by which he to all Believers is to 
be the Source and Spring of all Life and 
from him their Rock and Salyation ; from him 


dreſſing all the Wants of his People: In this 
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© the Lon) is neither eternal nor ſelf-exifſterit ; 


« gotten, and yet to be eternal is proper to 
« the Son) was begotten, therefore not in- 


iſtent;F“ a very ſolid Argument I think 
againſt the Co-eternity and Co- equality of one 
that is begotten, to him that begot him. But 
to the Text in hand. I ſay, whatever Life 
this is that the Son has in himſelf, it cannot 


Perſon in the Trinity, becauſe he perſonally 
from all Eternity had that from a Neceſſity of 
Nature, equally with the Father, or elſe he 
cou'd not be co- equal with the Father; and 
therefore as Second Perſon he cou'd not be Son, 


becauſe the Son's Life is given him, and the 


from a Neceſſity of Nature, or elſe he cou d 


1 that I have of the Son's having 


Word, and Holy Ghoſt have Life in them- 
ſelves, as the Fountain of all Life and Crea- 


Action. The Believer's ſpiritual Life flows 


their Mediator, whoſe Glory conſiſts in that 
he is God and Man, in two diſtinct Natures, 
but one Perſon, and thereby is capable of re- 


Senſe 
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Senſe the Son has it given him to have Life in 


himſelf. - There is one Argument which is by 
ſome (tho very oddly) drawn as follows: 

An. 6. That if there be a Father in the 
Trinity (as St. John tells us there is, when he 
enumerates the three that bear Witneſs in Hea- 
yen, as Father, Word, and Holy Ghoſt ; then 


this Father muſt have a Son, which Son can 


be none elſe but the Second Perſon, the Jord. 
 Anſw. The Concluſion in this Argument 
is very unjuſt; for tho' the Firſt Perſon may 
be eminently from the two others a Father, 
yet the Texts holds forth no ſuch Thing as 
that he muſt be the Father of the ora, the 
Second Perſon, who eternally was his Co- 
ual, any more than that he was the Father 
of the Holy Ghoſt; for he is plac'd in the 


Text antecedent to him as well as the Second 


Perſon. Now when any thing of this Na- 
ture is reveal'd, by which Perſons think they 
have Reaſon to believe that there is a Father 
and a Son amongſt the three in one, conſider'd 
as divine Perſons: I ſay, when Perſons think 
they ſee this in a Text, they ſhou'd. be ex- 
tremely cautious of coneluding there is, before 
they have duly weigh'd and confider'd the 
Nature of that God with whom they haye to 
do. Suppoſing (tho' by no means granting) 
that Eternal Generation was exprels'd in direct 
Terms in the Scripture, except the Nature of 
God as he has reveal'd himſelf wou'd admit of it, 
it ſhou'd never be a Matter of Faith, any more 
than it is, that God has bodily Parts, tho' he is 
laid expreſsly to have them. But we are gene- 
E 2 rally 
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aſſur d that in Reality he cannot, bes 
cauſe his Nature, as he himſelf has reveal d it, 
will not admit the Thing. Now as God has 
reveal'd himſelf to us in all his Perſons to be 
cternally ſelf-exiftent. and independent, it will 
be juſtly argii'd, that not one of theſe eternal, 
ſelt-exiſtent, independent Perſons can be be- 
gotten dr brought forth as à Perſon by the 

other, and that. becauſe his Natute will not 

admit of it: His Independeficy and Eternity 
both forbid his Perſonality being begotten; 
altho' Scripture ſhau'd lay it down in expreſ$ 
Terms; for, that Expoſitibn of a Text can 
never be juſt which directly militates againſt 
the Nature of God; the Revealer; tho'; as 1 
have hinted before, Scripture never ky 
like ſuch a Thing as a Perſon in the Trinity 
being eternally begotten ; and therefore the 
Papiſts have far more Ground to go on for 
the Bread's being the true Body of Chriſt, be- 
cauſe they have the expreſs Words, this is my 
Boay; but the Eternal-Generationiſts have 
neither expreſs Words, nor will the Nature of 
the God who made them, allow of their 
ſtrange Notions : Their ſaying the Doctrine is 
a Myſtery will never do: For fo ſay the 
Papiſts; and ſo might they ſay who belie ve 
God to haye Blood and corporeal Parts. But 
that Thing can never be which the Nature of 
God can't admit of. There is no Myſtery re- 
veal d but God's Nature will and may be 
eaſily reconcil'd to: But to this Eternal 
Generation Doctrine it never will, which the 
Generationiſts are conſcious of, and therefore 


are 
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are unwilling you ſhoo'd procetd with them 
in 1 telling you all is carnal Rea 
ſon on your Side, tho' their Opinion is evi- 
dently more carnal, as we obſerye in an 
Expreſſioi of Thedphllus Aline on thiis 
Point: Exe 5 Sn 10 hail At WINES te by r 
ö, 14 y row, ly neν ννντ H # land vou? i- 
take 9) T ei: The Engliſh of which (tho 
it hardly deferves tranſlating) is as follows: 
60 God havi ng the or bis Word plac'd (or fix'd 
44 in hi Bench begot him by his own W 
„dom, belching (ho? ehr him out, 
« before all T n 
4 gan.“ Here's ity fot the Doctrine of 
Eternal — but from ſuch Pathery 
— 45 EE And 8 5 
le; Efrernal-Gonerati 
5 have 4 Ideas of the glorious Word, 
the Second eternal Perſon, than this Father 
feems to have had, But that I may give an 
Interpretation to the Text from whenee the 
Argument above is taken, and may give 
what I think the Reuſon why the eternal 
Three go under the Characters of Father, 
Word, and Holy Gloft ; Let it be obſery'd, 
that the eternal, co-equal three Perſons thought 
fit to manifeſt — — to —— which 
to their eternal Wiſdom appear RR 
be done under Names and Characters: | 
Firſt (as any one of them was fo) took the 
Title of Father, becauſe (as I conceive) he 
was to ftand in that Relation when the hypo- 
ſtatical Union commenc d: The Word, or 
«yes, from , gicu, to declare, aſſum d ſuch 
a 


| e 
Character, becauſe he was the Perſon in God 
that was to ſubſiſt particularly in this hy poſtati- 
cal Union, and by that means declare or ſet 
ſorth the Perſections of Deity: The Third 
Perſon aſſum'd the Title Holy Spirit, be- 
cauſe eminently he breathes into our Souls the 
3 Breath of Liſe, thereby ſanctifying 

1 his People, and fitting them for another 
and better World. Now the grand Miftake 
of the Eternal-Generationiſts in all Ages 
ſeems to have been this: reading in 
the Word of God of the Son manifeſting the 
Father, and finding that the Perſon of this 
Son was the Word, or Second Perſon, pre- 
ſently they conclude. that the eternal Second 


- Perſon was begotten, - miſtaking the Office for 


the Perſon: In like manner they read: of the 
Holy Ghoſt proceeding as a Comforter, and 


- therefore giving their Imagination a Looſe, 


they aſſerted, that the Holy Ghoſt was not 
begot, as the Nord was, but proceeded in Per- 
ſonality from both the Father and Son, miſtak- 
ing his Office and his Comforts for Him; (as 
Multituges have done in this Day) tho? by 
Way they had as much Reaſon to ſay the Son 
roceeded from the Father and the Spirit, as the 
pirit from the Father and Son; for the Scrip- 
ture ſays, now Yhe Lord God and his Spirit have 
ſent me. Wherefore when we ſpeak of procced- 
ing and being ſent, in regard to an eternal Per- 
ſon, we muſt apply the Terms to what will bear 
them, ſuch as the Comforts of the Spirit; they 
go and come, and yet the Holy Spirit, by vir- 
tue of his Deity, is every where in an _—_— 
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And ſo alſo when we read of being begotten 
(tho indeed the Scriptures confines that im- 
mediately for us) we muſt apply it -to what 
will bear the Term, and not run Hand-over> 
Head with ſuch a Term, to an eternal, ſelf- 
exiſtent Perſon, which is prepoſterous to the 
laſt Degree: But be that as it will; we pro- 
ceed with their Objections and Arguments; 
ther of which is, | tg 
Arg. 7. John x. 30. I and my Father are 
one. If ſo (fay they) the Son is co-cternal 
with the Perſon of the Father. > 42 
Anſw. The Father and Son can neyer be 
co- equal in all Points; (and if not fo the Ar- 
gument is vain) for the Son cannot have the 
Glory of being a Father. — It may be objected, 
that neither can the Firſt Perſon have Ho- 
nour of being a Comforter : To which I re- 
ply, that when we talk of Co- equality and 
Co-cternity amongſt the divine Three, we 
mean the Felicity, Honour, and Glory that 
they amongſt themſelyes equally ſhare, 'and 
not the tributive Glory which each ſeyeral 
Perſon in ſuch an Office receives from us; fo 
that I ſay, if there were a Son amongſt the 
divine Three, they. cou'd not ſhare a like 
Glory, becauſe one wou'd have one Glory, 
and another another; but ſurely our God, in 
all his Perſons, as eternal, ſelf-exiſtent, jnde- 
pendent, - omniſcient, omnipotent, Sc. = 
takes or enjoys one individual Glory. But 


. the Words following this zoth Ver. give us 

a juſt Light into the Text in Ver. 31. It is 

ſaid the Jews took up Stones to ſtone him. 
| Upon 


15 } 
Upon this our Saviour in tes with then 
on — Reaſon of their Proceeding: They tell 
him Vet. 33. they thought he intimated that 
he was equal with God 5 to which our Sa viout 
anſwers! 1s it not —_—_ in your Law 1 
have ſaid ye are Gods: Tf be 2 · 
Gods 70 whom the Word Gag cams, ans 
4 cannot bt bv ye of Frow 
whom the Father hath * d and ſent 
into the World thou blaſphemie jphome becauſe I 
ſaid I am the Son of God. Here, tho our 
Saviour might mean by his Oneneſs with the 
Father a Participation of the fame Nature, 
et he expreſsly 1 his Inferiority as ® 
„to the Father's Perſon, and that too from 
the Sen of the Prophets, who were yet 
til d- God's: And if they were fo call d, can it 
be wrong (ſays he) in me to fay I am the Bon 
of God, who am eminently ſanctify d and ſent 
to my Work. Now certainly, had our Saviour 
as Son been co-equal with the Perſon of the 
Father, he wou'd have inſiſted directly on it, 
he knew Man and feared him not) but in- 
of that he draws his Argument from 
thoſe to. whom the Word of God came, being 
calf'd-Gods; but here it is objected, that 
the 39th Ver. it is ſaid the ews ſought to 
tali him; and therefore they ſtill underſtood 
the Son's Co- equality with the Father. But 
this ObjeQion is friyolous; becauſe when it is 
Kid the 'Fews took up Stones, our Saviour 
had quieted them concerning Filiation, and 
had proy'd-his Sonſhip to be inferiour fo the 


Father's Perſon ; but it was the Expreſſion i - 


„cc 
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in the 38th Ver. that incens d them again; Be. 
lieus that the Father is in me, and I in him; by 
which he plainly (as it is probable they took it) 
means, that in the Father and him there was 4 
Oneneſs or Identity of Nature; and this'Text 
may well be parallel'd with ohm xiv. 10. Be- 
lieveſt thou not that I am in the Father, and the 
Father in me : The Words that I ſpeak unto you 
I ſpeak not of myſelf, the Father which is in me 
he doth the Works, By which, with the 
Text in the 10th, he plainly ſignifies the 
Union of the Divinity with the Flamanity 3 
and in the 28th Ver. of the above cited 14th 
Chap. our Saviour ſays, If ye lob d me ye 
wou'd rejoice, becauſe I ſaid I go to the Fas 
ther, for my Father is greater than J. He 
muſt mean here, that the Father was greater 
than he as 8on. Here's expreſs Words for 
the Doctrine of the Inferiority of the Sonſhip 
to. the Father's Perſon, which I defy the 
greateſt Eternal Genetation Promoter to bring 
for their Doctrine. To proceed to another 
Argument. | 

Arg. 8. John xvii. 5. And now, oh Fa» 
ther, glorify me with + with the ſame 
Glory which I had with thee before the World 
was. From hence tis argu'd; he that had 
ſuch a Glory with the Father as the Father 
himſelf had, muſt be co-eternal with the Pers 
ſon of the Father; the Son had, thetefore he 
was co- eternal, tc. Os 2 
, Auſw. I grant, that he that had ſuch a 
Glory as the Father himſelf had, muſt be co- 


eternal with his Perſon : But I deny. that the 


1 6 1 * roy 
— — — . F— EEE 
* 


— 4 to aſſert. And, Thirdly, It is ob- 
e 


he himſelf ſays, O Father g thy Son, &c. 


that to talk of the Deity being veil'd is quite 


regard to himſelf: Secondly, with regard to 


It was impoſſible for it to be the Glory of 
the Deity, becauſe he prays the Father for it, 


1 | 
Son had ſuch a Glory; and for the two Rea- 
ſons before given, which I am oblig'd here to 
repeat. Firſt, It cou'd not be the very ſame 3 
Glory with the, Father's, becauſe the Son re- 
ceiv'd his Glory; which the Father did not: 
And, Secondly, It cou'd not be individually 
the ſame (was the Son own'd to be the Second 
Perſon) becauſe he, as Son, muſt have had 
the Honour of being Father, which is pre- 


rvable, that our Saviour is praying for a 
Glory he had not then. Now, as an eternal 
Second Perſon, he cou'd part with no Glory ; 
and if he was ſelf- exiſtent and independent, 
as ſuch he cou'd receive no Glory. Here it 
is often ſaid it was the Glory of his Mediator- 
ſhip he pray'd for, which he had diveſted 
himſelf of: if ſo, it was his Glory as Son, for 


and if it was his Glory as Son which was laid 
down, as Son then he was. not the eternal 
Second Perſon. Again, it is faid by ſome that 
it was the Glory of the Deity that was veil'd 
which was pray'd for: To this J anſwer, Firſt, 


idle and weak: For, firſt, his Nature and 
Glory as a divine Perſon, is ever the ſame with 


us, ſo far from the Humanity being a Veil to 
the Deity, that there is no other Way of 
knowing the adorable Trinity and their Per- 
ſections, but in and thro' Chriſt. And, Secondly, 


which 


p 
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which he cou'd have given himſelf as he was 
al in Power with the Father ; and for 
one Perſon in the Trinity to pray to another 
immediately ſtrikes at their uality ; but 
the Son prays to the Father, therefore the 
Son in that Capacity is not co-equal with the 
Father: Whence it is evident that the Man 
Chriſt in Union is praying for this Glory, 
whether it wasadecretive Glory (which in Pro- 
iety can never be ſaid to have been poſ- 
feſs'd) or whether it was a real Glory that 
had actually been enjoy'd, I leave with Di- 
vines, not profeſſing myſelf able to-determine 
the Matter, We ſhall now inftance a few Texts 
which are quoted for Eternal Generation, and 

ſo draw to a Concluſion. | 
Inſt. 1. Rom. i. 3, 4. Concerning. his Son 
Jeſus our Lord, which was —— the Seed 
of Abraham, concerning the Fleſb, and de- 
clar'd to be the Son of God with Power ac- 
_—_ to the Spirit of Holineſs, by the Re- 
ſurrec tion from the dead. This Text is en- 
tirely foreign to the Purpoſe ; for if the Re- 
ſurrection of the Body. of Chriſt proves the 
eternal Sonſhip of the Second Perſon ; I fay, 
his being of the Seed of Abraham will do 
the like; but neither will; wherefore it is 
plain that all that this Text declares is, that 
the Reſurrection of Chriſt's Body was a Mani- 
feſtation of the Union of the Humanity with 
the Divinity: For ſays Chriſt, Thou wilt not 
leave my Soul in Hell, nor ſuffer thine holy 
One to ſee Corruption. 53M 
2.4 8 Inft. 2. 


. 
; Juſt. 2, Gal. iv. 4. In the Fulneſs of Time 
2 forth his Son made 7 * 
made under the Law io redeem, Kc. The 
Son here (ſay they) muſt be the eternal 
Word, the Second Perſon, | 
I deny. it as roundly as they affert it: And 
unleſs they can prove that the eternal Second 
Perſon, abſtractly and diſtinctly ſo conſider'd, 
made Atonement for the Sins of Mankind, 
I ſhall ſtill abide by it that the Son in that 
Capacity is not the eternal Word: For the 
Text in Hand A that the Son redeem'd ; 
if ſo, the Son muſt be the Mediator: Beſides, 
an eternal Perſon, who is eſſentially every 
Where, can never be ſent ; therefore I con- 
clude ſending to be an Uniting of the human 
and divine Nature, and in this Union Chriſt 
was ſent, and by this Union he redeem'd 
them that were under the Law. Again. 
dſt. 3. 1 John iii, 8. For this Cauſe the 
Son of (od was manifeſted that he might dey 
rey the Wirks' of the Devil, Here (ſay they) 
tis plain there was a Son previous to the In- 
carnation, which cou'd not be, had not the 
Word been the eternal Son. 
Auſw. That there might be a Son pre- 
yious to the Incarnation is what I agree with, 
but it does no more therefore follow, that 
this Son was an eternal Son, a Second Perſon 
begotten of the Firſt, than it follows, that 
becauſe the Incarnation was not till about 1700 
Years ago, there ſore the Old Teſtament Saints 
had no Mediator. Now (fays St. Pau) A 
Metiator is not of one, but God is one, i e. 
| not 


Old Teſtament Saints 
might be a Son beſore 
et he not be an LAN 
flion Thom art the Gen of the 
made to Chriſt the Man, Which 
his Sonſhip conſiſted in his being 
The Perſon thus conſeſſing, viewi 
of the two Natures; and again 
Confeſſion, Thou art the Son of God, thou art 
the King of {raeh, ſhews us that as Son he 
wes view! 

1 here ſpeaks to the Man, 


225 Math xi. 44. The Lord ſaid unto 
thou at my right Hand, till I 
4 The Son 1 fa to 
— Bern therefore the Son is co- eternal 
with, G. 
, Anſto. It is the Unhappineſs of 1 that 
they either can t ot will not diſtinguiſn: For, 
Firſt, It is plain here, that the Ben under the 
Title of Lord can never be co- equal and co- 
eternal with the Father; for then it wou d be 
very certain that the Father wou d be Lord, 


and the 8on Lord, &x. ſb that this Doctrine 
of Eternal Generation, and the Co-equality of 


i, «, a . AY _ — — 2 b 


in Tritheiſim preſently; but God forbid ; 
hor kar O.Irac the Lord 0u6- God. 5s ons 
Zyrd. God, in all his 1Paffons, is but one 
— So that this Lord to whom the Lord 
ſpoke,: I hope the Eternal Generattonifts — 


„e 48 the Mediator, for Ne. 


Can. Os NE ON will 


Ky Py — -—- —— — — 
= — — 2 


[ 46 ] 
| 3 be the eternal Second Per- 
but only Dawd's Lord in the mediato- 
rial Kms om. Beſides, Secondly, If this m 
. Lord — the eternal Word, what occaſion is 
there, or how poſſibly cou'd it be ſaid that he 
muſt fit (i. e. reſt) at the Lord's right Hand, 
till his Enemies were made his Footſtool. 
Certainly the Second Perſon acts jointly and 
co-equally with Firſt and Third in all that 
is done; or elſe he looſes his Co- equality. 
| Ioft. 5. John i. 14. And the Word was 
made Fleſb, and we ” bebeld his Glory, the 
Glory as of the only _ the ather, 
&c. Whence (they ſay ord ſpoken 
of as with God, &c. 3 
Anſw. If we attend to the Evangeliſt's Way 
of treating of this high Perſon, the Word, we 
ſhall ſee that he manifeſtly 'diſtinguiſhes the 
Glory of the Word, 5 cnc of the Perſons in the 
Trinity, and his Glory when Son, which he 
terms made Fle Firſt, he tells us the 
Word was wi God and was God. Here 
the Glory of the Word, as a Perſon in the Tri- 
wity, is manifeſted ; (ft,) OLE, 
with God, Kc. (24, —— 3 
laid down; he war G — That That 
this Word ade all Things that were ever 
made. And, Thirdly, He tells us this Word 
was made (or aſſum'd) Fleſh ; and what _ d 
it _—— And we — 3 Gh 


Din of rao Natur ( 
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the Perſon ſubſiſting in the divine and human 
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thro! the Humanity, and the Humariity glit- 
tering by its Nearneſs to the Deity) oonſti- 
* 15 A. h baptiſi hem 
ſt, 6. Matth. xxyiii. 1 Aung 1 

in the Name of the Rack, and Holy 
Ghoſt, If we are to be baptis d in the Name 
of the Son as well as the other two, it muſt 
follow that the Son is co- equal and co-eternal 
with the other two. 


Anſw. Tt has all along been granted that 


Nature united, is an eternal, ſelſ-exiſtent Per- 
ſon; but the Sonſhip which ariſes from the 


Deity in Union with Humanity, and that in 


Union with Divinity is not eternal, it was not 
always thus united, tho the Perſon in the 
Union did himſelf eternally exiſt : Wherefore 
let me beg that I may not be call'd an Arian for 
what I have writ. Now the Reaſon as I conceive 
why we are baptis'd in the Name of the Son, 
with the other two Perſons, is this: The Perſons 
before they were to be baptiz'd were to be 
taught, go teach baftizing, Kc. and what 
ſhou'd they be taught if not the Way of Sal- 
vation by Jeſus Chriſt, who is God and Man 
in two diftin&t Natures: And that one Per- 
ſon alſo in the Trinity immediately upheld the 
Man. in Union, and gave Worth to all his 
Suffering, Well this Humanity in Union 
is call'd the Son of God. This 
were baptiz'd, 

"came 


believe was 


* 
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mediately come, were to be baptia d. 
Aſter all that has been ſaid, it it — 
ſtrange to me that if Eternal Sonſhip was 
ſuch a famous Thing, or eternal Son was ſuch 
a glorious Name (as it muſt be, if what our 
Generationſts ſay be true) we have it not re- 
veal'd'in Terms, And it is alſo maryel- 
lous that the Second Perſon was not reveal'd to 
St. Jom in that Viſion in Patmos, as an eter- 
nal Son, for that Viſion was certainly the 
moſt glorious Diſcovery. of all the Perſons in 
the Trinity that ever was given. But the 
Term Ward ſuficeth there, Rev. xix. 12, 
13. And I ſay Heaven open'd, and behold a 
white Horſe and he that ſat on it was call d 
faithful and true, &c. He was cloath'd with 
a Veſture dipt in Blood, and his Name was - 
calf d the Word of God. Not the eternal Son, 
which fome boaſt of as ſuch a high CharaQer, 
(nay truly it is ſo high that they know not 
what they mean by it.) We come now to ſet 
down a few Texts that in expreſs Words de- 
hn 
J. 


clare the 
John xiv. 28. for my, Father is er 
than J. Here I ſay let God be true, and every 
Man a _ — — — * 
mu ti t 
. Ker (then his Reigang — 
all Things ſball be ſubuu d, then atſo ſball the 
Son be SupjetF unto him that put all Things 
umder him, that God (i. e. God in his three 
diſtinct Perſons) may be all in all. The Sou 
ſoall be vamrayiara, i. c. placd or —_— 
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der the Father, not that he was not always 
ſd as Son, but the World ſhall fee i it, and our 
Eterial-Generationiſts amongſt the teſt, that 
the Sonſnip is inferiour to the Father's Perſon, 
We'll now Rank our Texts under the follow= 
ing Heads: 

Firſt, By Miſſion the Son is inferiour. In 
the Fulnzſs of Time the Son was ſent, Ec. 
Lo I coine in the Voluine of the Book. — And 
again, 1% ur @ Child is born; to us a Son is 
given; bis Name ſhall be calld wonderful 
Ci. e. i by the hypoſtatical Union). Coun« 
ſellour (being the great Counſellour in the 
Covenant) the mighty God (fo united) ver- 
taſting Father ; fo his Ele& the, Church) 
2 Peace (he made it by his Croſs) 
But ſent, &c. I think plainly ſhews an In- 
feriority. To this a learned Man has reply d, 
that tho' to be ſent may denote in that Adtion 
an Infetiority to the Sender, yet the Perſon 
ſent — be the Sender's ual, To 
this I agree: But then it lies on thoſe who 
maintain that Gentleman's Argument, to _ 
that an Eternal Perſon, who is eſſentiall ally 
every where, cat be ſent. And I can't thi 
that the eternal Word, as a divine Perſon in 
the Trimty, was ever any more in the World 
after the Union than before; for he is the 
fime Yeſterday, To-day, and for ever. 

Secondly, he Son is inferiour to the Father, 
conſfider'd_as receiving Commands from him, 
I can do nothin 17 of ſelf (fays Chriſt) — 
v. 30. and John xv. to. ben as J | 


G and 


my Father's — and abide in his — | 
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and ar the Father has given me Command 
ment | even ſo do J. John xiv. ult. I have fi- 
Phe the Work which thou gaveſt me to ap. 
ohn xvii. 4. and John xvii. 2./ as thou haſt | 
on bim Power aver all Fleſb. Surely if 
he, as Son, was Second Perſon, he con'd not 
have Power given him oyer alt Fleſh ; he 
muſt have it by virtue of his creating them. 
And ſurely Gentlemen muſt fee that Eternal 
„Generation will never ſand the Teſt of God's 
Word. I wou'd not think they are ſo blind 
as not to ſee it, only I know it is natural to 
love ald tho' odd Things; and that Antiquity 
has been a Miſtreſs that has preſided in Reli- 
gion a long while. I ſay, I wou'd not think 
the Gentlemen that plead ſor Eternal Genera- 
tion are ſo blind as not to ſee their Side to be 
the weakeſt; and as for the Uncouthneſs of 
the Terms eternally begotten, we'll ratfyr ſup- 
poſe the Gentlemen don't mind, rather than 
don't know what they ſay. But, | 
_ Thirdly, As Hegotteu, the Son mu in- 
feriour ; and here I much fear that many al- 
low not themſelves Time to think on the 
Term begotten, and what a dangerous Thing 
it is to apply it, to an eternal Perſon; nay. 
ſome em to be afraid of thinking at all of it; 
( threwd Sign it will not bear talking of) fo 
that we are to talk like Parrots in Neligion: 
And how do you talk (perhaps it may be ob- 
jected, when you ſpeak of three in one?) I 
anſwer, I hope not like a Parrot. I can con- 
| ceive that the Nature of Things will eaſily 
admit. of three Perſons in- one n 
* * * 
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w they ſubſiſt in that Eſſence, there lyes 
he ne Myftery, But the Nature of 
hings will never admit of an eternal ſelf-ex- 
ent Perſon, being m_—_ or brought forth; 
nd as the Script ure affixes a Period, this Day 
ove 1 — thee : I wonder People dare 
jurry the — away, and put in the di- 
ect contrary ; ord of who cannot 
ie, ſays, #0 * ; | &e. but our Generationiſts 
eing wile Gig, gore is yg lay 1 2 7 
otten, ( oni/b's at 

his, O * 5 Lend of afraid.) 
— they — — what they 
n by eternally begotten, than Beiteſbar- 
var knew the Meaning and 2 of 
he Hand writing on the Wall, be 
open'd-it; And if we may y j e any * 
by Actions, we may plainly ſee (as I have 
hinted before) that A. Gentlemen who 'uſe 
theſe perplexing Terms, are conſcious that they 
won't bare examining ; for if they are accoſted 
in 4 rational way of arguing on this Point, 
they make a Start; Oh! You are upon Rea- 
* fon- are you? Nay? then we have done. 
If you pretend to bring every Thing down 
* to your Reaſon you may talk by, yourſelf,” 
Upon my Word it is — ever to argue 
by one's Nai than with ſuch People as theſe 
are: What Senſe is there in the above Oratjon, 
(which I have heard 
uſe.) Who goes about to bring that which 

above, down to Reaſon? Not I. I would 
only try, if poſſible, to bring their Expreſſions 
en a likeneſo 1 of rational — 
| F - 


great and learned Men 
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for T am certain, ternal Generation and a Son 
being co-eternal with the Father, are not. 

| Fourthby, Then, in order of Time, the Son 
cannot be equal with the Father ; and he that 
can conceive the begetter and the. begotten to 
be of equal Date, i. 6. can ſee how the Nature 
of Things allow it; has a juſt inconteſtable 
Right to talk of Eternal Generation ; but 
thoſe who cannot, ſhould never open their 
Mouths about ir, And now to ſhew that I 
| firmly believe a Trinity of diſtinct Perſons in 
the Godhead, as Father, Word, and Holy 


 * Spirit, who I believe to be co-equal, co-efſen- 


tial, and co-eternal one with another, none 
being before or after another in any Senſe, 
- amongſt themſelves, (which no Arias or 95 
bellian will fay) I will briefly quote a'few 
Texts on which my Sentiments are grounded, 
and ſhew by thoſe how People may be ſtrict 
Trinitarians, and yet talk nothing of one be- 
ing perſonally begot, and the Third per- 
ſonally — Obſerve then Epheſ ir 
6. one God and Father of all, who is above 
all, &c. and in you all; and the Fa- 
ther (fay our Saviour) it greater than 
all. Couple theſe Words with 7h i. And 
iu the Beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with Cod, (a diſtin Perſonality) 
and the Word was God; (a Co-cquality):and 
the Three in Heaven are ſaid to be Father, 
Word, and Holy Spirit; and I think the 
Trinity will plainly appear; and leſt the Holy 
Spirit ſhou'd be thought in the leaſt inferiour, 
I obſerve with Dr. Goodwin, firſt, he is call'd 
God expreſsly, Ats y. 4. ſecondly, he hath 
WA WE perſonal 
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apply d to as 
a Will. 1 Cor. xii. «pp! ag 2 
Man ſeverally as he will, 400 Uhder. 


earcheth all + 
| third D parable Pro- 
70 the a 15 > the Spirit. 
py © 14. who / the eternal Spirit, 
Thus I have done what my Ca 77 
hope wit 


. aſſiſt me i 
to God's G 1 with a 
Part of Mr. Bunyan's Verſe, at the End of hit 


Pilgrim's Progreſs, fart Part. 


But ſou'd you now caſt all away, as vain, 
T know not but 'twill mats me write again. 
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